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Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or 
proceeding. 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 

In response to tiie Order oi Renuinduig bs the Board of Pntem Appeals and Interferences, the rollowing actions hax e been taken: 

1) The 1 D S (Inlonitalioii Disclosure Stalenient ) Hied September P, \9^r (Paper no ^) lias been considered and nuide ol record 
Attached is a cop\ of the initialed Koriii P 10-144^ 

il) The alter final anieiidmenl filed March S. 2()(H) (paper no 1()) has been entered 

111 } Appellanf s anieiidinenl to the appeal brief filed 4/2 >/2()()2 m response to the order remanding the appeal b^ the BPAl lias been 

entered ■ i \ 

IV) Further response to the appeal brief as amended on 4. 2 ^ ()2 is not nescessan The application Ine is beiiiu returned to the 

BPAl 
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EXAMINER S ANSWER 



This IS in response to appellant's brief on appeal filed July 12, 2000. 
{1 ) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 
(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 
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.4 statement iciefUifyiiig the related appeals and interferences which will directly affect 
or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the decision in the pending appeal is contained 
in the brief. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The slatemeni of the status of the claims contained in the brief is correct. 
Claims 1, 43, 46, 49 and 52 have been amended subsequent to the final rejection. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant s statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contamed in the 

The amendment after final rejection filed on March 8. 2000 has been entered. 

(5) Summaiy of Invention 

The summary of invention contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Issues 

The appellant's statement of the issues in the brief is correct. 

(7) Grouping of C laims 

Appellant's brief includes a statement that claims 1-6 and 43-52 stand or tall together and 
provides reasons as scl forth in 37 C\ R 1 ]^)2(c)(7) and (c)(8). 

(8) Claims Appealed 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(9) Prior Art of Record 
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The lollowing is a listing of the prior arl ot record relied upon in the rejection ot claims 
under appeal. 

Appellants" adnntted prior ari( Specification pages 7-10 and Figures 1-6B). 
5,101.099 Funada et a! March 31. 1992 

(10) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 

eMaHn^ 1 -(> and 43-52 arc ivjectcd under 35 I .S.C. 1 1 2. second paragraph, as being indetlnite 
for tliiling to particularK' point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

In claim I. Ime 13: claim 43. Imc 10: and claim 52. line 9. "such" is indcrmite. 

In clal^l^ 4() and 49. the antecedent basis of "said corresponding light receiving element" on 
hne 2. respectivelx, is unclear. U appears that "light receiving element" should be changed to "light 
receiv ing elements" Clarification and correction are required. 

C laims 2-6. 44. 45. 47. 48. 50 and 51 are indetlnite because thev include the mdefiniteness 
of the claims on which they depend. 

1 he following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 r.S.C". 102 that torm the 
basis for the reiections under this section made in this (jltice action: 

\ person sluili he cniilicJ to a palcni luiIl'^- - 
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,cl Ihc invention ua> de.cnbcd i„ . palcnt .lanlcd on an applia.uoi, tor patent bv another tiled ,n the 1 niled States 
betoie the iineiuion thereol bv the applicant lor patent, or on an inten.atKmal applicatum bv another ulio has tnllilleel 
the leMunenients ot parayraplis t I Cl- and ,4l ol ,eetior ^7, . this tille belore the iiuention th. reol hs nie 
applicani tor paiciu 

This application currenth names joint inventors. In considering patentability ot the claims 
under 35 I .S.C. lO.^ia). the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
eommt>nl\ ouned al the lime an> unentuuis covered therein were made absent an> cMdence to the 
contrar>. .\ppiicani is adsised of the obligation under .^,7 ClR 1 .5(. to point out the inxentor and 
invention date^ ofeach claim that was not ct)mmonl> owned at the time a later mxcntion wa. made 
in order lor the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 r.S.C. l()3c and potential 35 
I'. S.C. 102(1') or (g) prit)r art under 35 I '.S.C". 103(a) 

Claims 1 . 3. 43-46. 48-50 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated b> 
Funada el al x 101 .0^^^ or the Appellants' admitted prior art ( Specification pages 7- 1 0 and Fig. 1 -6B |. 

Funada et al disclose an image reading device comprising an image sensor portion (100) 
haxmg a pluialitx ol'lighl receiMng elements (121.122) arranged regularlv facing a document (400) 
to be read oui: and a thm film light .ource (20.241.242.243.244) arranged closel> contacted on the 
document side for emitting light to the document, wherein the light source includes a plurality of light 
emission portions (243) each ha^ing a light emission area (245) smaller than each receiving portion 
of the hghl tecciMng elements ( F igures and 1 1 ». and t>paque electrodes (244) lunclion as a Itghl 
blocking layer. I here al least one light emission portion (243) with the light emission area (245) is 
substantialh centered and aligned w ilh respect to the corresponding light receiv ing element 121. 1 he 
liuhl bhickmg Fiver ,^ poMtioned between the document and the light receiving elements. I he 
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Appellants- adniillcd prior art also disclose an nnagc sensor device comprising a pluraliu of light 
recci\ ing elemenls ( 1 6 1 2 ) arranged regularh lacing a document ( 1 MO] lo be read out: and a thin film 
light source (1020) arranged closels contacted on the document side tor emitting light to the 
document, u herein the light source includes a tiansparem electrode ( 1622). a light emission layer 
( 1623). a pluralitN of light emission windows or light emission portions (1625). and an opaque 
electrode (1625). Hie t)paque electrode includes a plurality ol' openings forming light emission 
portions and light iMocking portion^ u ith each emission portion liav mg an area sinallei than each light 
receiNing portion of the light recei\ing elemems. uherem at least one of the light emission portion^ 
is sub.stantiallN centered and aligned with the corresponding light receixing element (f igures 5-6B). 
The opaque electrode is disposed between the light receiving elements and the document. 

1 he lollovsing is a quotation of 35 I '.S.C. l()3(a) which forms the basis lor all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) X patent max not be obtained thoimii the nivention is not identicalK disclosed or described as set toiili in section 
10^ ol ihi^ mie 'itihe difterenccs heiuccn the M.biect matter sought lo be patented and the prior art are such that the 
,ubieci inalier as a uholc uould haNc been ob^ ,ous at the tune the in\entioii was made to a person having ordinar> 
skill in Ihe an lo uhieh ^aid subiecl matter pertain^ Patentabihtv shall not be negatived b^ the manner in uhich the 

C laim.s 2. 4-0. 47 and 51 are rejected under 35 I .S.C'. I()3(ai as being unpatentable over 
Funada el al 5. 1 01 .1)^)^^ or the Appellants" admitted prior art ( Specification pages 7-10 and f igures 
1-6B). 

Keuardiiig claims 2. 4. 47 and 5 1 . although f unada et al and t)r the Appellants' admitted prior 
art fail to disclose an organic thin film (insulating layers) with separate organic thin film areas held 
between the transparent and opaque electrodes, the selection t)f a prefer material for component(s) 
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of a dc\ icc wuLikl ha\c bcci] a mere maUer ol'obx u)iis design ehoiee to one of ordinar\ skill in the 
art- since it has been held to be within the general skill ot a v\orker in the art to select a known 
material on the basis of its suitability tor the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice In 
re keshiiL 12:^ I SFQ 416. The similar selection of the image sensor being cited in claim 4 would 
have been ob\ ious for similar reasons set forth above. 

Regarding claim 5. although Funada et al and/or the Appellants' admiUed prior art fail to 
spceilN the colors of light emitted from the light source, using a light .source with light ot different 
colors to ma\imi/e responsi\it\ of the receiMiig elements would ha\ e been ob\ ious in the art. It 
would have been ob\ ious to modif\ f unada et al or the admitted prior art aceordinglx in order to 
pro\ ide a more reliable reading output from the receix ing elements. 

Regarding claim 6. although f unada et al and t)r the Appellants" admitted prior an fail to 
disclose an optical fiber collection member pro\ ided between the light source and the document, the 
use of optical liber for conducting light in an image sensor is known in the art. It would have been 
ob\ ious to modity Funada et al or the admitted prior art accordingly in order to minimize possible 
spurious response from unwanted light. 

Applicant's arguments filed August 6. 1 have been tullv considered but thev are noi 
persuasive. 

With respect to Applicants" arguments, on page 8 of the remarks, regarding the feature of at 
least one light emission portion being substantiallv aligned with the corresponding light receiv ing 
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element, it is noted that: 1 unada reference, at least l igure 4 shows that at least one lighl emission 
vvindovN or light emission portion 206 is substantialK aligned with the corresponding light ieeei\ mg 
elemeni lOla Kolumn S. line^ 2-3: and the Appellants" admitted prior art. l igure shows that light 
being emitted from at least one light emission portions (fibers 1301 ) and at least one end ot the libers 
1 301 is substantially aligned with the corresponding light receiving element 1 306. SimilarU. at least 
one light emission portion or light emission window 1504. shows in I igure 4. is substantially aligned 
with the corresponding light recening elemeni 1^02, 

Accordingly, the rejection set forth above is proper. 
(11) Response to Argument 

This examiner's answer does not contain any new ground of rejection. 

I) The brief, pages 7 and 8. argues that the amended claims 1, 43. 46. 49 and 52 (and iheir 
respective dependent claims 2-6. 44. 45. 47. 48, 50 and 51) are not indefinite withm the meaning 
of 35 U.S. C. 112 second paragraph. This is found persuasive because the above identified claims 
have been amended to overcome the indefiniteness of the claims set forth in the final rejection 
dated January 7. 2000. paper no. 15. 

II) The brief, paues 8 11. argues that the prior art devices illustrated in Figures 1-6B does not 
disclose ihe claimed invention of claims 1. 3. 43-46, 48-50 and 52. in that the brief argues that 
the optical fiber arras (1301 o\ Appellants' admitted prior art Fig 2) do not emit light to the 
document (1390) but simply pass the retlecied light from the document to the light receiving 
element arra\ (1306) and so that not at least one of the optical fiber array is substantially aligned 
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with the coi responding light ieeei\ iiig eleineiu (1306). This is found not persuasive because tor 
the "rellected light from the docuineni passes through the optical fiber arrav 1301 so that it is 
delected by the light receiving element 1306" (See specificalK)n pages 4. lines 15-17. Description 
of the related art) retlected light from the document must entering a receiving end of the fiber 
array and in turn must exiting/emerging/emitling from a transmitting end of the fiber array As 
the light exiting the transmitting/emitting end of the fiber array, the light is emitted from the fiber 
array 1301. I hus. the operation performance of the Appellants' admitted pru)r art is that the 
retlected light, from the document 1390. to be detected by the light receiving element 1306 must 
be enteied and emitted by/from the optical fiber array 1301. Subsequently, at least one of the 
optical fiber array or one of the light emission portions is substantially aligned and/or overlapped 
with a corrcspt)iiding light receiving element. Accordingly, the rejection set forth above is proper. 
Ill) The brief", pages 1 1 and 12. argues that the Funada et al reference does disclose "the portions 
of El- light eniitiing elements 200 that emit light to document 400" (page 11 of the brief") but does 
not disclose at leasi the feature a light emission portion being substantially aligned with its 
corresponding light receiving element. This is found not persuasive because at least in Detailed 
Description of the Preferred Embodiments, column 6. lines 4-10. Funada reference dt)es state that 
"The surface of the insulating substrate on which the light receiving elements are ft)i med is coated 
with adhesive to bond the light receiving elements and the EL light emitting elements together so 
that light incident widows of the light receivinL' elem e nts respectively alian with light incident 
windows of ihe F.l. liuht emitting elements, which refers to at least one of the embodiments of the 
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Funada ci al in\cntK)n. l ig. 9. column 12. lines 17-45. whcrcni the incident windows ot the lA. 
liehl eniittnvj elements 200 te)rmed by eleetrodets) 241 (clearly seen in Fig, 1 1 ). AccordingK . 
the rejection set lorth above is proper. 

IV) The brief, on pages 12 and 13, respectively argues that when the Appellants' admitted prior 
art and/or Funada el al reference fail to teach or disclose the features of the based claimed 
invention, independent base claims 1 and 43. then the claimed invention of the dependent claims 
2. 4-6. 47 and 51 would have not been obvious from Appellants" admitted prior art and/or Funada 
et al reference. Tliis is found not persuasive because the Appellants' adm.itted prior art and the 
Funada ei al reference does disclose all features of the independent base claims 1. 43 and 52. 
Accordingly, the rejection set forth above is pi^per^ 
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For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejeetions should be sustained. 



Respecttulh submitted. 



Le 

May 6. 2002 



